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1. Introduction

Thisreport describesthe findings from the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) Sudy of the effect on
UK industry of complying with the Electromagnetic Compatibility Regulations. These regulations of
1992 (Sl 1992 No. 2372) as amended, are the UK implementation of the Electromagnetic Compatibility
Directive 89/336/EEC, and subsequent amendments.

The purpose of the study wasto determine whether there were areas of the Directive and UK Regulations
which could beimproved, the problemsthat businesses, particularly small and medium enterprises (SMES),
faced when complying with the Directive, and other associated problems.

The study was performed between October 1996 and February 1997.

1.1 Style

The survey style was neutral with open questions. Where negative comments were received, positive
suggestionsfor improvement were requested, although not alwaysreceived.

As far as possible, data was collected by face-to-face meetings with representatives of each industry
sector. This process is time-consuming, and it was not possible to do this with all industry sectors.
Telephoneinterviewsweretherefore carried out, and written information sought.

An attempt was made to avoid self selection by responding organi sations, associ ations and companies, by
proactively seeking information. Thiswas achieved inthe small business sector, the providers of advice,
and the enforcement authorities. It was not always possible in the larger businesses, as some trade
associations invited their members to contact me directly. This resulted in only those companies with
strong views replying, which may produce a picture more pessimistic than the true situation.

Fifty one trade associations were identified, together with a number of larger suppliers, laboratories,
Competent Bodies, Notified Bodies and other interested parties. Not all agreed to take part in the survey,
but agood cross-section of UK industry offered their views.

1.2 Market survey

EMC directories and advertsin magazines were used to identify suitable organisations to be approached.
Distortion of resultswould occur if the organisations being surveyed were aware of this. It wastherefore
necessary to adopt the “ mystery shopper” method for telephone enquiriesto these companies. The phone
callswere made by acolleague, whilst | listened on asecond tel ephone with the transmitter disconnected.
An attempt was made to contact 45 commercial organisations, identified from directories of EMC service
providersin the electronics press, and we managed to speak to 41. We also spoke to three EMC Clubs.

A script was used, and followed as closely asthe responses all owed, to maximise objectivity. A fictitious
company name was adopted and two products were described. Thefirst wasan ESD wrist strap tester, a
small, battery-powered device which checks the resistance between the operator and earth and containsa
small dc/de converter. Thiswould be a candidate for the proposals for simple derived tests or some pre-
compliancework asoutlined inthe DTI’s Minimising the cost of meeting the EMC Directiveleaflet. The
second product, bespoke control panels of atype used to control laboratory equipment, containing PLCs
and motor drives, may need testing or a Technical Construction File (TCF) as the route to compliance.

1.3 Trading Standards

Thesurvey of Trading Standards Officers’ viewswas obtained in two stages. Firstly, the Loca Authority
Co-ordinating Body on Food and Trading Standards (LACOTS) was contacted for an overview. Secondly,



anumber of authorities, selected at random, were surveyed for individual experiencesand views. Eighteen
Trading Standards Departments from all parts of the UK were contacted directly. These were selected at
random, but care was taken to include both large and small authorities and a mixture of urban and rural
locations.

1.4 Survey of Small Businesses

For the survey of SMES' views, the Dunn & Bradstreet Trade Directories were used to identify over 180
companies across over 50 trade sectors, as potential manufacturers of products within the scope of the
directive. Each of these employed less than 100 people, the majority lessthan 40. Time did not permit
contact to be made with all the companies, and an attempt was madeto contact 130, taken at random from
thelist. Of these, 19 could not be reached because there was no answer or the number was unobtainable.
Of those companies contacted, 3 declined to take part in a telephone survey. In afurther 46 cases the
correct person could not be reached, even after several attempts, and calling back at times specified.
Various excuses were given, some sounding more plausible than others. It is possible that some of these
companies are not compliant, and did not wish to divulge the fact.

This leaves 62 companies who took part in the survey. Of these, 18 companies did not manufacture, or
their products contained no electrical parts.

1.5 Subcontracted work
The National Physical Laboratory (NPL) carried out some of the work for sections 3.2 and 3.4.

2. List of Recommendations

Theimmunity requirementsof the Directive

1. No change should be made to theimmunity requirements of the Directive. If productsare deemedto
be compliant without testing, this should be covered in aproduct family standard.

2. Exemption of products by other criteriashould be clearly stated in Commission Guidelines, together
with therationale, and the means of defining the envel ope of the range of products exempted.

Therepeatability of EMC testing

3. Further studieson the repeatability of EMC testing arerequired. The United Kingdom Accreditation
Service (UKAS) surveys should be extended to include the effect of cabling, and the additional
uncertainties where the Equipment Under Test (EUT) consists of more than one box. Consideration
should be given of how the repeatability of immunity testing can be assessed.

4. TheCISPR“80/80 Rule” isprabably too entrenched for consideration of itsremoval from theemissions
standards, but industry must be made aware of itstrue purpose. The issue of whether or not to test
more than one sampl e should be addressed more clearly in the Commission Guidelines.

DTI adviceto SMEson Minimising the cost of compliance

5. The“Minimisingthecost...” guidanceisbasically considered to be sound, but should be amended to
include greater emphasison due diligence and the need to keep records. Thetypesof recordsto be kept
should be described in general terms.

6. Theresulting document should be promulgated morewidely than thefirst edition.



7. Further guidance for those involved in procurement, and for installers, would be hel pful.

Use of apparatusin certain environments

8. Createtwo new generic standardsfor emission and immunity in the domestic environment, by splitting
these away from the commercia and light industry generic standards.

9. Improve the clarity of the definition of the light industry and industrial environments, and remove
referencesto the nature of the power supply asadifferentiator.
Should all sectorsbein the scope?

10. The boundaries between the EM C Directive and specific vertical directives, in particular the Medical
DevicesDirective, should be defined clearly, possibly in an addendum to the Commission Guidelines.

11. There should be no more vertical directives containing EM C within their scope.

EMC Standards

12. It is necessary to have checks at various stages in the standards process, from agreement for new
standardi sation work, through to production and authorisation, to ensure that the standard is necessary,
and meets the protection objectives of the EMC Directive.

13. The Commission should review CENEL EC' s standardi sation mandate to include checks and balances
asto whether standards are needed. A processfor cost/benefit analysis should be developed.

14. A formal route for identifying standards which are too onerous should be created, to balance the
processfor identifying shortcomingslaid downinthe Directive.

15. A way should be found to increase the representation of small manufacturers, and users, on standards
committees, particularly at international level.

16. A feedback mechanism should be created to enable some analysis of the number and type of EMC
problemsto be recorded, and trends observed.

17. International standardsworking groups should be disbanded oncetheir specific work hasbeen compl eted.
Thiswould prevent such groups looking for other work to prolong their existence.

18. Theadoption of parallel voting for international (voluntary) and European Norm (regulatory) standards
can cause problems. The standards should define only technical requirementsfor testing. Statements
of an administrative nature should be removed from the European versions.

19. BSI should make Committee Drafts available for information to the public on the same commercial
basis as drafts for public comment.

20. A list of standards and amendments published in the Official Journal of the European Communities,
should be available from an officia source, without the need to subscribe to OJEC.
Status of the latest guidance from the Commission

21. TheEMC Directive should berevised by an amending directiveto bringit into linewith the Commission’s
latest thinking, as described in the new Guidelines. The UK Regulations should then be amended to
aign.

22. Theexistence and content of the Guidelines should be promul gated widely.

23. The Think Tank should be made more representative of the stakeholders. Itisimportant that it isseen
to berepresentative, objective, knowledgeable, and impartial.



Prototypes and one-offs

24. For one-offs, consider the product as being taken into service, so that no assessment or CE Mark or
Declaration of Conformity isrequired, but unlike the situation where supply has not taken place, the
responsibility for complying with the protection objectiveswould remain with the manufacturer.

25. Modular computers should not be considered as one-offs but asanumber of product variantswherea
worst caseisidentified, and thisisused asthe apparatusfor assessment. The Declaration of Conformity
would cover thisand sub-equipped variants.

Building cabling

26. Clearer guidance on system integrators' responsibilities, from an official source, isrequired.

CE Marking of productswhich are not relevant appar atus

27. Thereshould beaclear decision, promulgated throughout the EEA, that products outside the scope of
any directive requiring a CE Mark should not carry it. A suitable way for this to be done is by
amendment to the CE Marking Directive.

28. Customers should be encouraged to seek CE Marks only when relevant, and to demand supporting
evidencein the form of a Declaration of Conformity and test reports.

Test methods for modules and components performing a direct function

29. The approach taken by the FCC in the USA should be considered for guidance within the EEA.

Routesto compliance

30. Some additional guidance on requirements for TCFs should be produced. This should include the
possible use of information available on products already in service without problems.

Enforcement

31. Clarity on the responsibilities of Trading Standards and the Health & Safety Executive on the
enforcement of EMC issuesin the workplaceisrequired.

32. Thedefinition of “supply” should be examined in the UK Regulations, sinceit may prohibit Trading
Standards Officers from suspending supply in the UK of a product first placed on the market in
another EEA Member State.

33. TheDTI shouldinvolvethe enforcement bodiesin the negotiations of any changesto the Directive or
the UK Regulations, and in the Administrative Co-operation meetings.

34. Trading Standards representatives should be invited to participate in the BS| EMC Committees.

35. Clarification of therolesof the CAA, the Radiocommunications Agency, and Trading Standards should
be made in respect of EMC reguirements on commercial aircraft of all types.

36. Theroles of Trading Standards and the Health & Safety Executive in respect of industrial products
should beclarified.

37. The position with respect to direct imports should be clarified.

38. Trading Standards Officers should be provided with additional training on the technical aspects of
EMC, and away should be found to reduce the burden of the costs of enforcement. Block booking of
laboratory time by several authorities could result in savings.

39. Trading Standards Authorities should be provided with copies of the Commission Guidelines when
they are published.



3. Findings

3.1 Theimmunity requirementsof thedirective

Are some products required to meet immunity specifications when there may be technical justification to show that
this is not necessary?

The larger manufacturers, with very few exceptions, believe that there should be a defined immunity
performance for most apparatus. These should be listed in the Commission Guidelines, together with the
rationale. Theonly examplessuggested for compl ete exemption from immunity were simpletoys.

The Directive makes a complete provision for the EMC performance of apparatus within its scope. If
immunity requirementswereto be removed from certain classes of product, the legislation must be framed
so that national provisions cannot beintroduced, €l sethe free movement of goodsthroughout the EEA may
be affected.

Where a product’s construction means that testing is not required, the exemption is best made in the
product standard. EN 55104 has been described as agood exampl e of how standards can cover theissue.
Thisdocument statesthat productswhich are unlikely to be affected by electromagnetic disturbances are
deemed to comply with the requirementswithout testing. Inaddition, itisfelt that the ability of manufacturers
to definetheir own failure criteriaisagood thing.

Generic immunity standards allow manufacturersthe option not to test to a particular phenomenonif itis
not considered appropriate. Although not all manufacturers may have the necessary expertise to make
judgements, products deemed to comply with the standard are till required to comply with the protection
objectives of the Directive, which could beinvoked if thereisaproblem.

Some companiesfelt that immunity requirements should not be across the whole frequency band, asthis
causes unwarranted extra expense. Thereis a counter argument which suggests that this practice could
inhibit spectrum planning and usage in the future.

Judgement on immunity issues is made more difficult by the lack of a feedback system for reporting
problems.

The Radiocommunications Agency (RA) suggested that EN 55020 should not apply to small ssmple products,
and have decided that low power deviceslessthan 10 mW on shared frequencies should have no formal
immunity requirement unless there are safety or security implications. Such products therefore come
under the normal EM C requirementswith self certification.

Enforcement bodies consider that all equipment should have defined requirements for immunity. The
Regulations provide for an acceptabl e degradation of performance, so that total immunity isnot required.
However the product still hasto befit for purpose and be acceptableto auser in itsintended environment,
or else, at the very least, a Trade Descriptions Act offence will be created.

3.2 Repeatability of EM C testing in meeting the requirementsof the
Directive

Is there a problem? If so, are particular sectors affected more than others? Can the CISPR “80/80 Rule” be
improved upon?

The UKAS “round robin” tests measure only the uncertainty inherent in the measuring facility. The
uncertainty budget quoted by UK AS shows ho budget elementsfor maximising emissionsfrom thevariation
of equipment under test (EUT) configuration, measurement azimuth, or mode of operation of the EUT, and
considersonly radiated emissions. Conducted emissionisnot examined, nor arethe uncertainties associated
with immunity.



Further uncertainties are introduced by the use of test facilitieswhich do not meet the requirements of the
standards, or by alternative test methods. This can take measurement uncertainty to at least an order of
magnitude greater, and can produceinherently different results.

Emission measurements can differ by aslittleas+ 2 dB to asmuch as+ 10 dB. One common themeinthe
views of the laboratories is the ambiguity in the limits of EN 50081-1 and EN 55022 where different
distances are used for Class A limits. Also there are different rules in EN 55011 and EN 55022 for
extrapolation of resultsto different distances.

Thereisaconcern by laboratoriesthat there aretoo many standards and not sufficient consistency between
them. They call for simplification, for example by replacing Class A and B with onelimit. Itisfelt that the
choice of limitsis not an exact science, and together with the high uncertainties of measurement, it is
guestioned whether it is hecessary to be so particular about having a variety of limits and environment
descriptions. As currently written, standards do not themselves offer any incentive to a laboratory to
reduce uncertainties.

The NPL survey shows that test houses differ in how they apply the standards. Some make it as easy as
possible for a customer’s product to pass. Others apply the most stringent tests and take the worst case
results. Itisnot surprising, therefore, that manufacturersfind that it ispossiblefor aproduct to passin one
laboratory yet fail in another. Their perception of the causesisidentical to those of the laboratories: test
site, cables, test configurations, modes of operation, interpretations by test houses, and the skill and diligence
of theengineer.

L arge companies sel ect test houses on the basi s of its competence, and there are somethat they “would not
touch with a bargepole’. Some were described as “lax” in that they were not concerned whether the
equipment was actually powered up correctly beforetesting. Somelaboratoriesask about potential failure
modes (on immunity tests) and some do not. Better repeatability was considered possible, provided
manufacturersworked hard at producing appropriate test plans. The manufacturer must attend the testing;
how well thetests are performed islargely in his hands.

The CISPR “80/80" Ruleisdesigned to takeinto account production variations, rather than measurement
uncertainty asissometimesassumed. It appearsthat many manufacturerstakeit asanimplicit relaxation
of thelimit, and will market aproduct which testscloseto alimit on the groundsthat not all products need
to comply. Several laboratories have also shown a misunderstanding of therule. In practice, although it
appears to be a significant relaxation (in that no limit is specified for the 20% allowed to exceed the
specification limit) if therewereto beawide variationin product EM C performance, thiswouldimply that
somewould have to have awide margin of compliance.

The Rulewas devel oped for voluntary standards, and itstrandlation into aregulatory environment doesnot
sit easily with the concept that all products placed on the market shall comply with the protection objectives.

Industry considersthe 80/80 Ruleto be very important, asit allowsfor production variations. It believes
that it protects the manufacturer from having his product removed from the market as aresult of testson
one sample. However, the enforcement view is that whilst statistical sampling may be necessary in a
prosecution based on acompetitor’s complaint, it would be less necessary where a case of interferenceis
involved. Itisalsoalower level of confidence than they would normally expect; the Ruleisopento alot
of abuse, asthe EMC Directive appliesto every product. Whilst the status of this clause isunclear, it is
probable that the defence in any court case would raise the issue.

Thelaboratories' perceptionisthat itisrarely used. They would like to test more than one sample, but in
practice, manufacturers only submit one sample for testing.

The description of the Rule varies from standard to standard. A detailed section on the rule could be
deleted from product family standards and i nstead areference made to adedicated document which properly
explainsthe purpose of the rule and the method of its application.



A problem in eliminating the 80/80 Rule is that it would have the effect of tightening the requirements,
since the mean performance would have to be better to ensure that all productsfell withinthelimits. Itis
possiblethat arelaxation in the limits could accompany atightening or removal of therule, but it may be
impossible to secure agreement across severa product committees in both European and international
fora. For these reasons, it appears the Rule will continue.

3.3 Isthe Minimising the cost of compliance advice valid?
Is the DTI's advice to SMEs justified?

The market penetration of this document has been poor. It does not appear to have been circulated as
widely asthe other DTI guidance in the Businessin Europe, Product Sandards series. Thisisshown by
the survey of small manufacturers and the fact that around 20% of Trading Standards Authorities do not
recogniseit. Theimpact of the guidance has therefore been limited.

Whil st opinions have been mixed on the document, it isgenerally considered that the guidanceisvalid and
helpful, and is consistent with the statement in the generic standards that if the manufacturer did not
believe atest was appropriate, it was not necessary to test.

Industry felt that the document gives small manufacturers the opportunity to comply, without which they
would probably do nothing, and take a chance on not being caught. Machines have been taken off the
market because it was too expensive to bring them into compliance, and demand was being met by the
second-hand market. Manufacturing was also moving out of the EU because of theincreasing number of
regulations. However some of the larger manufacturers perceive it as a relaxation which could give
smaller manufacturers acommercia advantage, by being interpreted as a licence to do nothing; the law
should not be applied differently to small manufacturers.

Enforcement authoritiesfelt that the advice was useful and appropriate, but echo the concern of apossible
“get out clause”, and consider that a reminder of Regulation 88 would be helpful. Previous supply of
productsinto agiven environment without problems should provide agood basisfor compliance. Where
amanufacturer is confident of his sourceslittle or no testing may be required, but he must then be skilled
in EMC mattersto ensure correct assembly of hisequipment. Thisisnot awaysthe case. They felt that
there should also be aclear statement of where the responsibility liesif thereisacomplaint.

Additional emphasison duediligence should allay these fearswithout significantly increasing the burden
on small manufacturers.

The guidance could also include advice for those procuring, and those installing, products (possibly in
different documents).

3.4 Useof apparatusin certain environments

Can the environments be dealt with more clearly in the Directive? Are they understood? Can they be relaxed for
certain requirements for certain products?

Both the concept and definitions of EM C environments causes problems, and although larger manufacturers
show agreater degree of understanding than smaller, improvements should be made. Inconsistenciesin
approach between standards mean that productsintended for the samelocation could be subject to different
requirementsin terms of the limits (for emissions) and severity of the tests applied (for immunity). This
must confuse any manufacturer producing avariety of products, although some manufacturersdid not feel
thiswas an issue, asthey could ask alaboratory to test to “ appropriate” harmonised standards. Thisview
isonly valid for apparatus with clearly defined product standards.

The problem arises when different standards committees group locationsinto different categories. Asan
example, a product destined for a light industrial location must meet Class A limits of EN 55022 if
designated Information Technology Equipment (ITE) but must meet Class B limits of EN 55022 if not so
designated, and therefore covered by EN 50081-1.
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Thereisawidespread demand that the domestic environment should be excluded from the commercial and
light industrial environment, because it penalises manufacturers of productsin the commercial and light
industrial sectors which use the generic standards for emissions. Thiswould require the creation of two
new generic standards, but could allow the emission limits of the commercia and light industrial genericto
be aigned with some product family standards.

The generic standards list a number of examples for each set of environments, but add caveats in the
emission standards that the limits may not provide full protection against interference to radio and TV
receptions in certain circumstances. EN 55011 and EN 55014 contain similar clauses and suggest that
special mitigation measures may be necessary. Furthermore, EN 55022 apparently allowsthe use of Class
A productsin the domestic environment providing awarning label is affixed stating the user may need to
take additional measuresto prevent interference. Itisnot clear that thisisacceptable under thelegidation.

Several new standards do not include a description for the environment, and so the standard must be
assumed to be sufficient to cover the performance of the product in any typical usage. The standard for
professional audio, video, audio-visual and entertainment lighting control apparatus contains five
environments, none of which align precisely with other standards. The pre-standards for the railway
environment define environments uniqueto thoselocations. The European Telecommunications Standards
Institute (ETSI) definesfour environmentsfor telecommunications equipment in amanner different from
the CENELEC standards.

Thestandard for professional audio, video, audio-visual and entertainment lighting control apparatusand
the ETSI standard ETS 300 386-1 stand out as exampl es of thorough treatments of theissue of environments.
In particular the reader isinformed of therationalefor the choice of limitsrelating to different environments.
The same principles could be applied in developing limitsfor other standards.

The Electricity Association felt that there were different environments at different supply voltages. This
view isopposed by the Health & Safety Executive (HSE) who consider that the intrinsic assumption that
aheavy industrial environment isthe most onerous can also befalse. Such premisesare often more benign
in terms of transients because of the low impedance supply from local transformers. They do not believe
the descriptions of the environmentsin the generic standardsto be appropriate or sufficient, because they
arerelated to the type of electricity supply, which isnot relevant to mobile machinery or battery powered
products.

For both emission and immunity, equipment in the samelocation should be subject to the sametest severities.
The problem is getting the various committees to agree since each seems determined to define a unique
range of environmentsfor their products, and they jealously guard their autonomy.

3.5 Should all sectorsbewithin the scope?

Can certain industrial sectors be removed from the scope of the Directive, instead being covered by a vertical
directive?

Therewasastrong preferencefor acomprehensive horizontal directive; no new vertical directivescontaining
EMC provisionswererequired. Indeed therewasgenera agreement that in the caseswhere such directives
exist, thereare both problems defining the boundaries, and inconsi stencies of approach. Multipledirectives
can asoleadtoinconsistenciesin standards, for examplethe medical devicesstandard, wherethe differences
between EN 60601-1-2 and the generic EM C standards have been described as a“ gross mismatch”.

A minority of manufacturers expressed no preference, providing it is made clear how to comply, it isnot
too costly, and information isreadily available.

A horizonta committee of the Commission isexamining theinterpretation to clarify the EM C requirements
of the Machinery Directive. At present the EMC requirements cover only those related to safety, and do
not include ESD or transients on signal cables



Trading Standards cannot enforce EM C on aircraft, even though they are within the scope and they therefore
have a duty to enforce. Trading Standards and the Civil Aviation Authority agree that it is a CAA
responsibility.

The RA comment that quartz watches have been exempted, and there is a suggestion that calculators
should also be exempted. The problem with this is where is the line drawn? They feel that the Type
Examination requirements after the Type Approval exercise is unnecessary, does not add any value, and
should be removed for transmitters. Immunity would be treated as for non-radio products. In the short
term it may be easier to remove low power products as this is arguable on power limits. In the UK
regulations, for devices which use amagnetic field rather than an electromagnetic field for transmission,
no Type Examination isrequired, but thisis still arequirement in the rest of Europe.

3.6 EMC Standards

Are the EMC standards produced by CENELEC and ETSI too broad in their application/phenomena covered/too
prescriptive on test methods, etc.? Is there adequate “supervision” of the standards-making process to ensure that
the standards are not too stringent? Is the constitution of the standards committees fair?

There isawidespread feeling that the composition of standards committees, particularly at international
level, is unbalanced and dominated by utilities and large manufacturers, and others with avested interest
such astest equipment suppliers. Thiscan result in somerequirementsbeing forced through on commercial
or political grounds. Small manufacturers, users, and (in the UK) enforcement agencies are rarely
represented. There seemsto be little that can be done to offset this unless funding is made available for
smaller organisations and customersto participate. Not al stagesin the standards production process are
available as drafts for public comment from BSI.

Particularly at international level, the composition of the committees and working groupsisaself perpetuating
status quo which isvery difficult to change. If thetimescal eswere shorter, industry would be morelikely
to contribute, since less resource would be required. Although ETSI has a more direct input from its
members, this cannot guarantee equitabl e representation. Since only member companies are allowed to
vote on the standards, in effect companies have to pay to vote. In genera it isonly the larger companies
who are members of ETSI.

Thereiswidespread concern over the proliferation of new testsand thelack of control over their introduction.
Thereis no cost/benefit analysis before a new test procedure is adopted, and no formal meansto identify
that astandard istoo onerous. Themagjority of the basic standards are produced in theinternational domain
where standards are voluntary. Itisdifficult to prevent the production of such standards on the grounds of
economic penalty at that stage. New phenomena should not be standardised unlessthereisathoroughly-
proven need, with statistics showing where problems exist.

The decision-making should be based on sound technical evidencerather than opinions. Thereisinsufficient
practical experience of testsbeforethey are published. One problemin gaining experience with draft tests
isthe cost of testing, both in timeand availability of productstotest. Many manufacturersarereluctant to
test products against a draft standard.

When abasic standard is published asan EN, it becomes avail able to be included in future editions of the
generic standards. These becomethe benchmark for future product standards. It isat thisstagethat effort
must be placed. The feeling in the UK is that many national committees in other member states are
dominated by major utilitieswho are happy to seetheimposition of extrarequirementsinindustry. Mgjority
voting meansthat the views of the UK do not always prevail.

Ultimately the problem lies with CENELEC and the Commission. CENELEC has a mandate from the
Commission, and can only produce standards within that mandate. However, they receiveincome onthe
basis of the number of standards produced. Thisis justified by the Commission on the grounds that the
standardsare voluntary (becausethereisan aternative routeto compliance available). Thisisnot the case
for radio transmittersand transceivers. The Commission hasthe ultimate power to decide onthe applicability
of aparticular standard; the final sanction isto withhold listing in the Official Journal.
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The Think Tank could have somerole, but it isnot elected, and arguably not representative of the stakeholders.

Thereisastrong pleafrom some quartersfor stability; experience should be gained with the current regime
of standardsfor maybefive yearsbefore any further changes or additions are contemplated. Anopposing
view isthat standardstake too long to reflect new product developments; even though such products are
covered in the scope of the standard, the appropriate test methods are not.

Thereisalso concern about transition periods. Some partsof industry would like theseto benot less than
5years. Costs can a so beincurred when anew product family standard is published which takes precedence
over ageneric standard, particularly for old products which would not otherwise be changed.

3.7 Statusof thelatest guidance from the Commission

Thedraft Guiddineswerereceived favourably by those manufacturerswho had seenthem. They considered
them to be more hel pful than previous editions, and they were keen to seethem published. Therewassome
concern over their status, asthey are not in full agreement with the Directive or the UK Regulations. For
thisreason, test houses and enforcement bodieswere expressing concern; guidelines should not introduce
new concepts which are not in the Directive itself nor in the standards. An amending directive may be a
better approach.

3.8 One-offs

How should one-offs be handled under the Directive?

Itisnot clear how the low volume products and one-offs should be handled equitably. On the one hand,
their ability individually to create problemsisreduced by their low numbers, but on the other they are more
likely to be used inindustry where safety becomesamore critical factor, and where other regulations apply
in addition.

There is some concern at the issue of personal computers being assembled from modular parts being
considered as one-offs, sincethey are numerous, and although built to order, are based on alimited range
of modules. A common recommendation isto build one-off productsfrom CE marked parts, but experience
has shown that this does not necessarily produce a compliant product. Recent changes in the USA, to
allow computer assemblersto declare their products compliant when assembled with certified modules has
not been widely adopted dueto the difficulty of certifying the modules.

Enforcement authoritiesare strongly opposed to theintroduction of an FCC style modular computer regime
in Europe, because there is no certification process for modules, and it does not take into account the
assembly technique. However, they recogni se adistinction between amachine built from sub-assemblies
with a proven EMC performance and assembled in accordance with instructions and good engineering
practice, and aproduct built from scratch about which nothing isknown. They believethat the assembler
should endeavour to gain as much information as possibl e about the sub-assembliesto beused. Installation
and assembly trainingin EM Cis considered essential so that buildersand installers can limit any problems.
Simpletesting should beinitiated and their environments monitored for interference. Filesand records of
all actions should be maintained.

A number of suggestions have been madeto allow the use of one-off productsunder the taken into service
requirements, particularly as they are often designed jointly with the end user, but this ignores the
responsibility of the manufacturer, and thelack of a CE Mark would cause problemsif the product wereto
crosstheborders between Member States. The approach could cause difficulty in apportioning responsibility
in cases of dispute. The responsibility for complying with the protection objectives should therefore
remain with the manufacturer.

For PC manufacturers, there were differing views. Asthe volume of business goes up, the onus on them
increases and they should carry out some eval uations on fully-equipped PCswith the fastest mother boards
in several combinations. Alternatively, asimple TCF was suggested, based on some simpletests.
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There was a suggestion that most people are effectively ignoring the legislation for such products, or
assembling from CE Marked components and waiting for someoneto challenge them.

3.9 Infill, extensionsand upgrades

Many large systems are designed to cater for growth during their installation lifetime. As a consequence, they are
supplied sub-equipped to allow for future expansion which may be provided by hardware and/or software changes.

Opinionswere mixed. Some manufacturers, familiar with upgradesto existing systems, believe that the
matter isresolved and the principles well known in other sectors. However onefelt that the enforcement
position on thisissue should be clearly defined so that all companies know where they stand.

EMC knowledgeisrequired to judge the impact of changes. A view was expressed that asthisisatrade
directive, it should not be concerned with upgrades. Thereis safety cover from PUWER, and problems
would befixed by the supplier.

Problemsmay till persist whereaproduct isbought in, upgraded and resold. Herethe product isequivaent
tonew. A large part of asmall computer assembler’sbusinessis upgrading customers' old machines. |If
the shop takes an old machine in part exchange, and upgrades it before reselling, they have the same (or
possibly greater) problem asif they were assembling anew product.

Enforcement bodies believe that a certain level of additional equipment should be allowed before anew
system is considered to have been created. If additional parts are at least as compliant as the existing
system they consider that they should be permitted. However a significant upgrade could amount to
refurbishment or re-manufacture, and formal compliance and technical file detailswill be needed. They
are concerned that some industries propose high levels of upgrading without the need to be compliant.

3.10 Building cabling

Problems can arise if equipment has a higher level of emissions or bit rate than the wiring can support.

Many respondents recognised that this could be anissue, since although cabling isexcluded from the scope
of the Directive, it actsas an antennato equipment connected toit. Older cabling installations may not be
suitablefor the higher bit rates of the wanted signal, or the higher frequencies of the spurious emissions of
more modern ITE. Theissue seemsmainly to be concerned with data cables. For other types of cabling,
manufacturersfeel thereisless of aproblem.

The widely held view was that the system is the responsibility of the system integrator. If the system is
subsequently altered by the user then there is shared responsibility. Suppliers of the ITE could assist in
ensuring that their products were tested for EM C with typical network cards and cabling, and that cable
suppliers could define the performance of their cablein EMC termsaswell asfunctionality. However, a
document prepared by the BSI committee responsible for structured cabling, suggests that the ultimate
responsibility rests with the owner of the IT network, even if he is not the system integrator. Thisis
inequitable if he has placed a turnkey contract with a system integrator who has supplied the complete
system.

Onetrade associ ation attemptsto provide guidanceto membersin the absence of manufacturers’ ingtructions,
but believes that the manufacturers should provide better information and support to theinstaller. 1f the
client has a problem, astheinterface theinstaller usually gets the blame, and hasto provethat itisn't his
fault, even though he is only installing the products he is required to. This burden of proof can prove
costly, and thisisleading to an increasing use of EMC site surveys, thus increasing costs.

Enforcement bodiesare awarethat thisisaproblem. A number of Trading Standards Authorities apparently
consider that cabling should have to comply with the Directive.
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3.11 CE Marking of productswhich arenot relevant appar atus

There has been widespread confusion over the distinction between components, sub-assemblies and relevant
apparatus.

Thereisawidely held view that thisis a problem area. Partly this has been caused by definitions being
unclear asto what is relevant apparatus, especialy for the complex components intended for industrial
incorporation by professional assemblers. There are significant commercial pressures for suppliers of
sub-assemblies to provide their products with a CE mark, even though these are for OEMs and may be
outside the scope of thedirective. Thisisleading to CE Marks appearing on products which do not require
them. Component manufacturers consider it is unreasonable for OEMsto force them to do this.

Some manufacturers who responded ask for a defined EMC performance for their sub-assemblies, but
consider the CE Mark per seto be worthless on these items.

Germany requiresthe CE Mark for benign apparatus, yet itisillegal inthe UK. For modules, the RA see
no problem provided the modul e is accompanied with instructionsfor use which set out precisely that the
product conforms when used with specified hosts assembled in a specific way. 1t would be tested as part
of the finished product. The RA currently allows Type Approval of modules, so it would be inconsistent
not to allow CE marking.

Enforcement bodies have not sought to penalise erroneously CE marked components. They consider
compliance with CE marking would always be considered secondary to compliance with the essential
requirementsof the Directive. Prosecutionsaretaken onthebasisof safety rather than miseading markings.

3.12 Test methodsfor modulesand components performing a direct function

Where such items fall within the scope of the Directive the manufacturer currently has no standard to follow for
testing.

The general consensus in the UK is that the module should be tested in a compliant host, supported by
documenting the rationale for due diligence, but this can cause difficultiesif thefinal useisnot known, or
a host is unavailable (or too large). The case of a sub-assembly only placed on the market and not
embodied in manufacture is more difficult. The only practicable course of action seemsto betotestina
representative parent product and support thetest with atechnical appraisal of the EM C characteristics of
the product.

Laboratoriesarefinding increasing interest in the testing of sub-assemblies, for example mother boardsfor
PCs. This may be an attempt by the manufacturers of such products to protect market share, because a
small assembler will feel that by using compliant parts, he has satisfied due diligence without further
testing.

Difficultiesareforeseenin thisarea, since the definition of the intended environment becomes much more
difficult. Changes made at the next stage of manufacture can also negate any conformity, for example a
holedrilledin acasewhichisproviding shielding, and cables passed through without filtering. An attempt
to produce standards for assessment could lead to aproliferation of standardssinceitisunlikely that atype
of generic would be sufficient. There is a standard for programmable logic controllers and there is an
emphasis on EMC in EN 61496 for electrosensitive protective equipment, so it is possible that the
devel opment of such test methods could be market-driven.

Some Trading Standards Officers are recommending assemblersto state on the purchase orders that “al
goods must comply with Directive 89/336/EEC”. It isdifficult to see how asupplier of exempted items
could comply with this.

The FCC has recently issued a procedure for assessment of parts of PCs which involves testing together
with typical modules, to form acomplete computer. Thisisthen assessed for emissions. The Head of the
Equipment Certification Branch at the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology saysthat there had been
little take-up so far, apparently because the test method was too onerous.
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3.13 Categories of apparatus

Do manufacturers understand classifications of products in identifying relevant harmonised standards? Could
more than one standard apply for each EMC phenomenon?

Industry finds few problems where products have a single function and fall within the scope of asingle
product family standard, but theincreasing convergence of productsin some categoriesiscausing difficulty
inidentifying the most appropriate product family and hence the correct harmonised standards. Examples
include combined computer/televisions, personal digital assi stants (computers) with built-in mobile phones,
and Internet deviceswhich connect to the phonelineand TV.

There are two suggestions from those responding. The first is to take the worst case from any of the
standards which may be applicable; the second, to apply the generic standards.

It was hoted that this could be aproblem for systems assembled from partswith different functionality, and
therefore covered by different standards, yet requiring system-level certification. In such cases, intra-
system compatibility was also important, but covered only by fitnessfor purpose legislation.

Thiscan be agrey areanot just for the manufacturers but also for the standards makers. For open access
network multimedia, IEC TC 100 (multimedia) are addressing theissue, and it is becoming clear that the
partitioning of many standardswill haveto disappear in future. The convergence of PCsand TVsishbeing
considered in CENELEC TC 210.

3.14 Routesto compliance

Do manufacturers understand the advantages and disadvantages of the alternative routes to compliance? Do they
follow the most cost-effective route for each of their products?

The TCF routeiswidely believed to be ahigh cost option, although Competent Bodies point out that this
is ot necessarily the case, and for product variantsit can be a cheaper option than multipletesting. Itis
generally felt that manufacturers will not understand the advantages and disadvantages until they have
sought advice. The “mystery shopper” survey has shown that Competent Bodies are more likely to
recommend the TCF route than others.

The most appropriate route is not always apparent, and many manufacturers need to take advice. The
press has not helped in the creation of awareness, rather it has created alevel of fear. Some also believe
that the TCFs demanded by the Competent Bodies are too large, and that the guidance on their content
should besimplified.

Thelarger manufacturers have lessdifficulty in ng the advantages and di sadvantages of each route,
although somefeel that the DTI guidelines force the use of the TCF for product variants.

The Association of Competent Bodies considersthe TCF to be the most misunderstood part of the Directive.
It would like to inform manufacturers how the TCF may be the best route to compliance for them, and is
considering the production of aguidance booklet. However one Competent Body said that experience has
shown that the TCF route is generally not advisable for small manufacturers.

3.15 General comments

Therewasastrong pleafor stability from somelarge manufacturers and trade associations. If changesare
to be made they should make the requirements simpler and more straightforward to meet.

The RA differs from Trading Standards in their opinion about direct imports by the end user. The RA’s
solicitors believe that a product is “supplied” if it is shipped to the EEA. If the end user collects the
product himself from overseasthen no supply into the EEA takes place and the end user isresponsible for
taking into service. Thisbegsthe questionthat if inthefirst example“supply” hastaken place, whoisthe
responsible personinthe EEA?
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4. Market survey of provider sof consultancy, testing,
and advice

The purpose of this part of the survey wasto build up apicture of the difficultiesthat companiesfacewhen
using the organisations established to hel p in complying with the Directive.

4.1 Competent Bodies, Test Houses, and Consultants

Generally most organisations offered some advice over the phone. The average call duration was 10.5
minutes, with arange from 2 to 21 minutes.

One company tested only cable, one supplied test equipment but did not test, one consultant said that he
wastoo far away to help. Three companies asked for faxes outlining the product so that they could offer
aquotation for testing (and offered no informationimmediately). One company stated that they would not
provide free information and we should approach the DTI if that iswhat we wanted.

Many of the companies surveyed did not listen closely to theinformation provided about the products. The
control panel was described asintended for usein alaboratory. Many companies equated control panels
with aheavy industrial environment, and offered advice accordingly. Similarly, few companiesnoted the
safety implications of an incorrect reading being produced by the ESD wrist strap tester.

The most striking feature of the findings of the survey wasthe variety of advice offered. A manufacturer
speaking to severa of these companies could become confused about his responsibilities and the best
routesto comply. Conversely, by ringing enough companies, he may well be ableto find justification for
following aroute hewas already intending to follow.

The cost of compliance (not taking into account in-house time) also varied widely. By following one
laboratory’sadvice, the cost would be zero. The most expensive alternative was £6500, plus ongoing costs
for maintaining a TCF. There was awide variety of advice on the most appropriate means of declaring
compliancefor simple products.

In general, Competent Bodies tended to recommend the TCF route more than other organisations, and
laboratoriessimilarly recommendtesting. Thisisnot invariable, however, asthe organisation recommending
self-certification without any testing was alaboratory and a Competent Bodly.

4.2 TheDTI

Thereisawidespread view that the DTI Awareness Campaign has madethe el ectronics companies conversant
with the requirements, but that these companies probably needed theleast help. Theassemblersof machinery
in particular, did not receive the sameinformation and many remain largely ignorant of the regulatory and
technical requirements.

A view was also expressed that the DTI has not “ grasped the nettle to make definitive statements’ which
has allowed “test housesto provide misinformation to their own advantage”. Concernwas expressed over
test houses generating an atmosphere of fear.

A comment was made that “ approaching the DTI islike banging one's head against abrick wall”. Even
the DTI Business in Europe Hotline would not identify the source of advice.

The majority of respondents from SMEs found the blue DTI guidance booklets to be helpful, but some
found it too general. One manufacturer commented “ The DTI did avery good awareness campaign. For
anyone not to know about this, they would have needed to go around with their eyesclosed”. Therewere,
however some negative remarksthat it was unclear, not specific, and “typical Government information”.
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5. Enforcement Bodies

5.1 Trading Standards

These Regulationshave taken Trading Standards A uthoritiesinto many sectors of industry and technologies
previously unknown to them. Although many Trading Standards Officers (TSOs) aretechnically minded
they are primarily interpreters of the law, and the technical basis of the regulations is not always easily
understood. Because of the breadth of the regulationsenforced by TSOs, learning is often needsdriven. It
isfelt that at the moment, Trading Standards Officers are at the bottom of the learning curve with these
regulations.

Sufficient finance and training iscurrently lacking. The Regulations haveimpaosed asignificant burden on
local authorities, particularly with regard to giving advice and checking for compliance. Therecent changes
inlocal authorities has also increased the problem. Asnew authorities are created, the number of people
required to become proficient in the regulations has increased. At the same time, there are now fewer
people in many Trading Standards departments, and so each officer will be required to enforce a wider
range of regulationsthan previously.

Trading Standards believe that the EMC Clubs have been helpful to businesses and TSOs by providing
advice, training, and testing at lower coststhan independent consultants and laboratories. They recommend
that these should continue and devel op further into associated areas such asthe L ow Voltage and Machinery
Directives.

Enforcement problems are caused by the definition of “supply” inthe Regulations. Thisisdefined as“first
making available of relevant apparatus for a consumer in the Community”. Unless this definition is
changed, it is possible that Trading Standards Officers will have no powersto control apparatus of non-
UK origin, since this could mean that they could have no powersto suspend products at distributors.

Thereareanumber of other areasidentified by Trading Standards as causing difficultiesin enforcement of
the Regulations. These include: the definition of excluded installation; clarification of usein an EMC
controlled environment; the meaning of taking into service; the application of the Regulationsasthey refer
to repaired or refurbished apparatus; the impact of the Automotive EMC Directive during the transition
period; limitation of powers and enforcement to the area of appointment; clarification of the term
“equipment”; application of controlsto components; different interpretations by government departments
responsiblefor Medical Devicesand EMC, where the lawyers have differing views.

Trading Standards consider that the HSE should beinvolved in cases of EM C insofar asit affectsworkplace
safety. They also require powersover domestic premises. Thelack of clarity over these powers meansthat
they areunlikely to enforcethe Directivein the case of productsin useinindustrial or domestic premises.

The vast mgjority of individual authorities said that they are reacting to complaints and requests for
information. Themain reasonsgiven for the reactive approach arealack of appropriateindustrieslocaly,
and alack of budget or resources.

Some authorities are becoming proactive. At the other extreme, another authority answered: “To carry
out enforcement, wewould need to find acompany blatantly doing nothing, and asafety-rel ated problem.”

There have been very few complaints. Those that have been received have mostly been from competitors.
Questionshave largely been to clarify interpretation of the requirements, and are becoming more specific.

About half the authorities have not experienced problemsin dealing with thelegislation. Of therest, there
was no particular theme, although three authorities expressed concern about the cost of testing acting asa
barrier to enforcement.
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One authority had specific problemsrelated to the offshore industry, and felt that there should have been
better liaison between the DTI and the Health & Safety Executive. Although the EMC Regulations are
restricted to territorial waters, equipment on ail rigsis covered by PUWER, which isthe responsibility of
theHealth & Safety Executive. The HSE did not provide much information to manufacturers. Problems
were caused when the DTI declared that the EM C Regulations did apply to oil rigs.

Only half of those asked offered suggestions for improvement. Theseinclude: adesireto seethelaw as
specific aspossible, but countered by another view that the Regulations should be made slimmer and less
complicated; product-specific guidance would a so be hel pful e.g. on PCswhere many people have become
manufacturers- statementslike“the courtswill decide” areunhelpful; businessmen feel that the application
of criminal law is not appropriate to thistype of phenomenon - a change to administrative law asin some
other Member States might be better; feedback on the enforcement across Europe would be useful.

52 Health & Safety Executive

TheHealth & Safety Executive (HSE) has no direct powers of enforcement under the EMC Regulations,
since the scope and purpose of the EMC Directive go far beyond safety. They can, however, become
involved because EMC can be afactor in the overall arrangements for safety of equipment, and EMC is
alwaystaken into account when problems areinvestigated. Section 6 of the Health and Safety at Work etc.
Act 1974 (HSWA) refersto the manufacture and supply of products, and they a so have powersunder the
Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations (PUWER).

No HSE Inspector would attempt to prosecute under the EM C Regulations, but would probably discuss
theissueswith the appropriate Trading Standards office, and decide the most appropriatelegisiationto be
applied. If thiswere the EMC Regulations, then Trading Standards would act, otherwise the HSE could
act under the above legidation, or possibly the Supply of Machinery (Safety) Regulations.

Theapplication of thelegidationisdifferent. The EMC legidation relateslargely to the supply of equipment
(although there are some duties on taking into service) whereas PUWER places duties on anyone who
provides equipment for the workplace such asan employer. Thismeansthat those purchasing equipment
for such use haveto be satisfied that it is safe, meetsrelevant European directives (including 89/336/EEC)
andisused only under conditionsfor whichitissuitable. AnHSE Inspector could be expected to check an
employer’s proceduresfor this (such aswhether they have requested copies of Declarations of Conformity)
but would be unlikely to check for CE marks specifically for EMC.

The HSE Directorate of Science and Technology provides support to field HSE Inspectors on technical
matters. Theseinspectorsarethusaware of EMC issues, but have not seen many problemsto date which
could be attributed to EM C shortcomings.

The HSE believesthat the Generic Standards may not be adequateto ensure safety. They believealso that
Product Standards should include all requirementsfor that product including safety, asit is difficult for a
manufacturer to search for all possible relevant standards.

5.3 TheCivil Aviation Authority

Custom and practiceintheaircraft industry isdifferent to other sectors. Aircraft manufacturers dominate
the process becausetheaircraft asawholeiscertified asairworthy. Theindustry isdescribed as” desperate
to escape EU legidation because of itsterritorial nature”.

The rigour of the EMC assessment is not an issue, but CE Marks are not applied even though they are
required by the regulations. It is felt that thisis a“head in the sand” attitude, but any manufacturers
objecting risk being put out of business.

M ost equipment ismanufactured inthe USA, and generally suppliedinstalled intheaircraft. Certification
reguirements cannot beimposed retrospectively, and the CAA iscompelled to accept. For equipment fitted
later thereisastronger argument for accepting therole of the EU and ETSI. Unfortunately acceptance of
the EMC Directive for modules seems someway away. |deally amanufacturer should only berequired to
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comply with an ETSI standard, but the current process requires a Technical Basis for Regulation for
certification, which does not yet exist. Should such a route be available, then a Mutual Recognition
Agreement could be set up withthe USA.

The aviation industry hastried to claim that 3922/91 exempts them from the EMC Directive, but it isthe
CAA'sview that whilst the former is more specific, the Directive still applies. Furthermore, 3922/91 has
not been implemented. Non-radio products are also clearly within the scope of the Directive.

Theindustry arguesthat because the market issmall thereisnot asignificant impact on the free movement
of goods, but the CAA would very much wish to see a move away from de facto standards, to an open
regime.

The CAA havea soidentified problemsin the split of responsibilities between the Radiocommuni cations
Agency and the CAA. The CAA does not have the engineering resources, becauseit does not receive the
income from licence fees, and therefore cannot function as an enforcement body. If there are problems,
they areresolved by informal discussion.

The CAA proposes that afull implementation of 3922/91 would require the use of a Notified Body, and
would also invoke the EMC Directive. 1t would therefore make no difference that a separate regulation
had been created. The CE Mark would still be required. There should be no exceptionsfor aviation use
when exemptions are not granted even for the smplest of radios.

6. Special needs

6.1 Additional help availablefor Small and Medium Enterprises

TheHedlth & Safety Executivetakesagreat interest in the needs of SMEsand try to involve them asmuch
aspossible. Thisisdone from the highest level viabusiness breakfasts and similar initiatives.

BSI has set up apolicy committee for small businesses, but thisisonly apilot project at thisstage, and is
only dealing with the construction industry. It may take some time before the needs of the electrical
industry can be addressed.

Trading Standards Officers have taken aspecial interest in the needs of small businesses and anumber of
areas have made a special effort to provide advice to small firmsin their area.

6.2 Survey of SMEs

Responses from the 44 companies are reported below. Three companies claimed their products were
outside the scope (although they are clearly within, even allowing for the new guidelines) and did not need,
therefore, to comply. Two companies admitted that although they were some way to demonstrating
compliance, their products were not yet compliant.

Themgjority of those questioned first became aware of thelegidation during 1994 or 1995. Threecompanies
did not become awareuntil 1996. The major sourcesof information have been the trade pressand magazines,
together with the DTI information packs. Other sourcesincluded trade associ ations, customersand suppliers,
seminars, laboratories and consultants. Only one company used the Internet.

Just over 65% of companies had seen the seen the blue DTI guidance booklet. Only 5% had seen the
Minimising the cost... leaflet, yet thisis aimed at thistype of company. None of those surveyed had
seen any edition of the Commission Guidelines. Nearly onethird had seen no official guidance at al.
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Only 20% of companies had made use of their local EMC Club. The majority of the rest had not heard of
their existence. Those who attended the Clubs generally found them useful, but there were some comments
that the presentations demanded too much prior knowledge, and they were cliquey.

10% had sought information from their local Trading Standards Office. One company had received avisit
without requesting one. Therest had made no contact. The main reason wasafear of enforcement action;
several respondents commented that they did not wish to “put their heads above the parapet”. Another
common reason was that enforcement authorities are not generally perceived to be suppliers of advice, or
that the advice required was of atechnical nature which TSOswere thought unableto answer. Thosewho
had spoken to their local officer commented that they had found them to be very helpful.

Two thirds of the companies had declared compliance after some testing. The rest had not tested, the
compliance for the majority being on the basis of assembling from CE Marked parts. UKAS accredited
laboratories had been used by 37% of those who had tested their products. The remainder had used
external non-UKAS, and external andinternal pre-compliancetestsin equal proportions. Reactionswere
mixed. Many found thelaboratories, both UKAS and non-UK A Sto have been hel pful and knowledgeable,
but some negative comments were made, particularly on cost, and inconsistencies between different
laboratories on advice and test results.

Five percent had used the TCF route, and the remainder had self-certified.

Problemsidentified were:

. Finding information written in plain English, knowing whereto start, determining which standard
applies.

. Constantly changing standards, conflicting views, particularly on the interpretation of components,
systems, and plug-in modules, which products are covered, and the requirementsfor records.

. Thetimeand costsincurred in carrying out the assessment, the impact of the cost and devel opment
time of the product, extra paperwork, and dealing with day to day matters at the sametime. “When
competing in overseas markets, our competitiveness is damaged because we have to offer our UK
product”.

. Changesto productsrequiring are-assessment, identifying standards, finding the sources of failures.
. Management apathy; the Managing Director does not seethe value of it - it isa cost not a benefit.

. Competitors have done nothing and are selling without the CE mark, which gives them an unfair
advantage, thereisnot alevel playing field. “Nothing will happen until there are prosecutions’.

. Lack of customer interest and demand. “It has been a good exercise for our company, but the
customer has not benefited with a better product. It hasn't increased our market share because
customers couldn’t give astuff!”

. Getting information from suppliers.

Thereisconcern about being found non-compliant. One company commented: “ One product recall would
drive our company into liquidation”.

Therewerealarge number of negative commentsfrom the small bus nesses, including four letter expletives.

Themain concern istheimposition of requirementswhich are perceived to have no valueinimproving the
product but just add costs. The cost of |aboratory time and of certifying TCFsis perceived to betoo high.
Theeffect isconsidered to be disproportionate on small companies. The customer does not seethe benefit,
and is not prepared to pay for it.

Thereis despair at the lack of enforcement action, and many competitors see this as a chanceto gain a
commercia advantage by doing nothing. A typical comment was : “ There should be more enforcement.
Wewould liketo know where the Government stands.”
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